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The relationship and typification of Dicliptera chinensis, D. Roxburghiana, 
D. bupleuroides and D. Burmannii have been discussed by Bentham (1861), 
Anderson (1867) and C. B. Clarke (1885) from different point of view. 

In the original publication of Dicliptera Roxburghiana, Nees (1832) cited 
‘Justicia chinensis Roxb. FI. Ind. ed. Car. et Wall. 1. p. 125’ and ‘Wall. Cat. 
n. 2466a’, and noted ‘Vidi exemplum cultum ex Horto bot. Calc, in Herb. 
Hamilt.’ Roxburgh (1. c.) also clearly mentioned that the species was ‘intro¬ 
duced from China into the Botanic Garden.’ So it is clear that the type of D. 
Roxburghiana is a specimen cultivated at the Calcutta Botanic Garden intro¬ 
duced from China in Herb. Hamilton, namely Wallich no. 2466A. The original 
description of Nees also agrees well with the specimen. There is also a spec¬ 
imen at BM labelled as ‘1174 Justicia chinensis H. Bot. 1815’ in Wallich’s hand¬ 
writing. These specimens are identical with Dicliptera chinensis (L.) Jussieu. 
Moreover, Roxburgh’s Icon. ined. No. 2011, Justicia chinensis at Kew supports 
this view, and also Clarke identified it as ‘Dicliptera chinensis vera ’. So it is 
natural that Bentham (1861) examined the situation and united D. Roxburghiana 
with D. chinensis and pointed out that ‘the Assam plant given by Nees in the 
Prodromus is again a mistake’. T. Anderson (1867) also noted that D. chinensis 
Jussieu is cultivated in the Calcutta Botanic Garden, sent to the garden in 
1809 from China by Mr. Kerr. 
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On the other hand, C. B. Clarke (1885) considered that 'Nees founded his 
species [ D. Roxburghiana ] on the common Assam and E. Bengal plant, and 
the original ticket on his type specimen is marked Assam’, and selected Wallich 
no. 2466 D from Silhet as the type of D. Roxburghiana, and strangely added 
that ‘Bentham says this was an error, and that this type specimen came from 
the Calcutta Botanic Garden, but it is not known how Bentham discovered 
this’. Whereas Clarke admitted that Roxburgh’s Justicia chinensis is 'the true 
plant, long cultivated at Calcutta’. 

Wallich no. 2466 D from Silhet is cited by Nees (1832) under his D. bu- 
pleuroides, but that specimen at Kew named by Nees as D. bupleuroides was 
identified as D. Roxburghiana by Clarke, and Clarke treated D. bupleuroides 
as a variety of D. Roxburghiana in his sense. 

Taxonomically Clarke’s treatment is acceptable, but it is difficult to un¬ 
derstand why he selected the Silhet plant as the type of D. Roxburghiana 
disregarding of Nees’ original publication. I agree with Bentham in regarding 
Dicliptera Roxburghiana typified by Wallich no. 2466 A as a synonym of D. 
chinensis. 

Dicliptera bupleuroides Nees (1832) was based on plants from ‘Sillet’ (F. D.) 
and ‘Napalia’ (Wallich 1821), and cited Wallich no. 2466 ?d from Silhet (Assam) 
and Wallich no. 2423 from Nepal. D. bupleuroides in a wide sense including 
' D. Roxburghiana in Clarke’s sense’ is variable especially in the shape of bracts. 
Clarke called the plants with broader bracts like Wallich no. 2466 D from Silhet 
as D. Roxburghiana and those with narrower bracts like Wallich no. 2423 from 
Nepal as its var. bupleuroides. Although extreme forms look different, transi¬ 
tional forms are observed very frequently, and I hesitate to distinguish them 
even in a varietal rank. T. Anderson (1867) also united the two forms in one. 

In order to avoid confusion, I wish to designate Wallich no. 2423 (Napalia 
1821) with narrower bracts as the lectotype of D. bupleuroides Nees, as defined 
by Clarke, and under that name I wish to include all forms which have been 
called as D. Roxburghiana by Clarke and others. 

Nees (1832) named Dicliptera Burmannii based on ‘Justicia chinensis Burm. 
FI. Ind. p. 8. t. 4. f. 1.!’, and also cited Wallich no. 2466 e ( = Hypoestes triflora) 
by mistake, but corrected it as Wallich no. 2466 c later in 1847. He also added 
'Vidi exemplum unum Herb. Wight., ex herbario Rottieriano’. Burman (1768) 
cited 'Planta, quae in urbe Batavia crescit juxta muros, Herb. Garcin’, but 
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mentioned 'Habitat in China’. Then Bentham (1861) considered that the type 
of D. Burmannii is a Chinese plant, and 'notwithstanding its more mucronate 
bracts’, he regarded that D. chinensis, D. Burmannii and D, Roxburghiana 
belong to one and the same species. Hochreutiner (in Candollea 5 : 239, 1934) 
who had an opportunity to study Burman’s specimens, came to the conclusion 
that they belong partly to D. chinensis (L.)Nees and partly to D. Burmannii. 
Merrill (1935) also expressed the same opinion-as Bentham’s. On the contrary, 
Anderson (1867) regarded D. Burtnannii as a local Javan species. However, 
the only specimen (Wight no. 2016, K) from Herb. Rottler examined by Nees 
(1832), and Wallich no. 2466c (K-W) are identical wiht D. Leonotis Dalz. ex 

C. B. Clarke (1855) which has narrow and distinctly cuspidate bracts. In Java 

D. Leonotis seems to be growing wild, and D. chinensis was cultivated from 
China in old days as a medicinal plant. 

Wallich’s specimens of Justicia chinensis L. are so badly confused that a 
list of his Catalogue no. 2466 (K-W) with the present identification is given 
below : 

Wallich no. 2466 A. a. Botanical Garden, Calcutta (Hamilton, Nov. 29, 1814) 
— Dicliptera chinensis (L.) Juss. ( D . Roxburghiana Nees, s. s.). 

no. 2466 B. /3. Maniyari (Hamilton, Feb. 17, 1810) =D. bupleuroides Nees 
with broader bracts. 

no. 2466 B y. Gualpara (Hamilton, Nov. 12, 1808)=!?. bupleuroides with 
narrower bracts. 

no. 2466 C. Herb. Wight (ex herb. Rottler) —D. Leonotis Dalz. ex C.B. 
Clarke. 

no. 2466 ?D. Sylhet (F. D. Dec. 1818) = D. bupleuroides Nees with broader 
bracts ( D . Roxburghiana in Clarke’s sense). 

no. 2466 ?E. Napalia 1820 = Hypoestes triflora Nees. 

no. 2466 F. Sirmore (Gerard ) =Dicliptera bupleuroides Nees. 

Dicliptera chinensis (L.) Jussieu in Ann. Mus. Hist. Nat. Paris 9 : 268 (1807) 
—Nees in DC., Prodr. 11 : 477 (1847)—Benth., FI. Hongk. 266 (1861) —Hochr. 
in Candollea 5 : 238 (1934), p. p.—Benoist in FI. Gen. Ind. Chin. 4 : 767, f. 82. 
1-5 (1935)— Merr. in Trans. Amer. Philos. Som n. s. 24 ( 2 ) : 358 (1935)—Hara, 
Enum. Spermat. Jap. 1 : 294 (1949)—Masamune in Sci. Rep. Kanazawa Univ. 4 : 
74 (1955)—Hatusima, FI. Ryukyus 563 (1971)—FI. Hainan. 3: 563 (1974)— Icon. 
Cormophyt. Sin. 4 : 172 (1975)—Walker, FI. Okinawa 959 (1976). 
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Justicia chinensis L., Sp. PI. 16 (1753) —Burm. f., FI. Ind. 8, t. 4, f. 1 
(1768)—Vahl, Symb. 2 : 13 (1791); Enum. 1 : 110 (1804)—Roxb., Hort. Beng. 4 
(1814) ; FI. Ind. 1 : 125 (1820), excl. var.; ed. 2, 1 : 124 (1832)—Wall., Cat. 74, 
no. 2466a (1830). 

Dicliptera Roxburghiana Nees in Wall., PI. Asia. Rar. 3: 111 (1832), e 
typo; in DC., Prodr. 11 : 483 (1847), excl. pl. Assam. 

Dicliptera Burmanni Nees in Wall., PI. Asia. Rar. 3: 112 (1832), excl. 
Wallich no. 2466 C & E; in DC., Prodr. 11 : 483 (1847), p. p. 

Representative specimens. 

China. Herb. Linn. 28-19 (type of Justicia chinensis, LINN). 

Formosa (Oldham 1864, no. 374, BM) ; Daihoku (T. Makino, Nov. 16, 1896, 
TI) ; Naibun, Koshun (G. Nakahara, Feb. 1907 TI). 

Ryukyu. Okinawa (T. Miyagi, Dec. 24, 1910, TI) ; Onna-mura (A. Takushi 
no. 1022, Sep. 29, 1968, TI). 

India. Botanic Garden, Calcutta (Wall. no. 2466 A, Nov. 29, 1814, Herb. 
Hamilt., K-W, lectotype of Dicliptera Roxburghiana ) ; Hort. Bot. Calcutta 
(Wall.?, 1815, no. 1174, BM). 

Java (Zollinger, no. 2939, BM). 

Distr. China, Taiwan, Ryukyu (north to Amami-Osima), Indo-China; culti¬ 
vated in Calcutta, Java, etc. in old days. 

Dicliptera bupleuroides Nees in Wall., PI. As. Rar. 3: 111 (1832)—Burkill 
in Rec. Bot. Surv. Ind. 4: 124 (1910)—Yamazaki in FI. E. Himal. 301 (1966). 
Justicia canescens Wall., Cat. no. 2423 (1830), nom. nud. 

Justicia chinensis L. sensu Wall., Cat no. 2466d (1830). 

Dicliptera Roxburghiana Nees sensu T. Anders, in Journ. Linn. Soc. 9 : 519 
(1867)—C.B. Clarke in FI. Brit. Ind. 4: 553 (1885)—Burkill., 1. c. 124 (1910). 

Dicliptera Roxburghiana Nees var. bupleuroides (Nees) C.B. Clarke, 1. c. 
554 (1885). 

Lectotype of D. bupleuroides : C. Nepal (Wallich no. 2423 in K-W). 

Distr. Afghanistan, Himalaya (Kashmir to Bhutan), India, Thailand, Indo- 
China, W. China. 

33) TJf t D"OL Vandellia angustifolia Benth. (1835) 

Lindernia micrantha D. Don 

(1825) Wallich 

h, ^ Vandellia angustifolia 
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Wallich (Dj'- dd 0 , no. 3951B pi Lectotype t #x: M 

|WJ—* n u 9 V a v -ftric Index Kewensis 

2:89 (1895) TJ&S C. t ififtfaZh, %%194&£KZ<D&*&MLtzfr, 

%?% D. Don <D # L 7°ftlM.T&.'t "T:£ < 

$ 0 &dd Philcox (1967) Lindernia Anagallis 

(Burm. f.) Penn, LizfilL.bhtMM'C'foZ) 0 

Lindernia micrantha D. Don, Prodr. FI. Nep. 85 (1825). 

Tittmannia angustifolia Benth. ex Wallich, Cat. no. 3951 (1831), nom. nud. 
Vandellia angustifolia Benth., Scroph. Ind. 37 (1835)—Yamazaki in Journ. 
Jap. Bot. 30 : 175 (1955)—Kitamura et al., Col. Ill. Herb. PI. 1 : 149 (1957) — 
Ohwi, FI. Jap. ed. Eng. 797 (1965) ; ed. rev. 1193 (1965). 

Lindernia angustifolia (Benth.) Wettstein in Engl., Pfl.-fam. 4-3b : 79(1891) 
—Hara in Journ. Jap. Bot. 19: 205 (1943) ; Enum. Sperm. Jap. 1 : 255 (1949) — 

Tsoong et Ku in FI. Reip. Pop. 67(2) : 141, t. 15. 7-9 (1979). 

Lindernia Anagallis Penn, sensu Philcox in Kew Bull. 22: 45 (1967), p.p. 
Central Nepal. Wallich, s. n.—type of L. micrantha D. Don in BM; Wallich 
3951B—lectotype of V, angustifolia Benth. in K-W. 

Distr. Himalaya (Garhwal to Bhutan), India, Ceylon, Burma, east to China, 
Korea, Japan, and Malaysia. 

34) v a O 3 4r fc)WWifz W La (1938) Et Artemisia lavandulaefolia DC. 
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3 A. codonocephala Diels (1912) ttg % 0 

Artemisia codonocephala Diels in Not. Bot. Gard. Edinb. 25: 186 (1912) — 
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Pampan. in Nouv. Giorn. Bot. Ital. n. s. 36: 456 (1930). 

A. vulgaris a. umbrosa Bess, in Nouv. Mem. Soc. Nat. Mosc. 3 : 52 (1834) 
—DC., Prodr. 6 : 113 (1838). 

A. lavandulaefolia DC., Prodr. 6: 110 (1838), e typo (BM)— Kitagawa in 
Bull. Inst. Sci. Res. Manch. 2(2) : 172, phot. (1938) ; Lineam. FI. Mansh. 428 
(1939)—Kitamura, Comp. Jap. 2 : 411 (1940) ; in Acta Phyt. Geob. 12 : 146 (1943) 
—Hara, Enum. Sperm. Jap. 2: 121 (1952)—Ohwi, FI. Jap. 1194 (1953)—Icon. 
Corm. Sin. 4 : 541, f. 6496 (1975) ; non A lavandulifolia Salisb. (1796). 

A. umbrosa (Bess.) Turcz. [ex DC., Prodr. 6: 113 (1838), pro syn.] ex 
Pampan. in Nouv. Giorn. Bot. Ital. n. s. 36 : 448 (1930), cum var.—Pojarkov in 
FI. URSS 26 : 453 (1961)—Kitagawa in Journ. Geobot. (Hokuriku) 15: 9 (1966) ; 
Neo-Lineam. FI. Mansh. 624 (1979). 

A. shansiensis Pampan., 1. c. 454 (1930). 

A. grisea Pampan., 1. c. 454 (1930). 

A. araneosa Kitamura in Acta Phyt. Geob. 2 : 171 (1933) ; 5 : 90 (1936). 

A. dubia Wall, ex DC. sensu Kitamura in Acta Phyt. Geob. 15 : next to 128 
(1954), p.p.; Faun. & FI. Nep. Himal. 245 (1955), p.p., quoad syn.; Col. Ill. 
Herb. PI. Jap. 1 : 56 (1957), p.p.—Ohwi, FI. Jap. ed. rev. 1358 (1965)—Kitamura 
in Hara, FI. E. Himal. 332 (1966), p.p. 

Distr. Dahuria, Amur, Ussuri, N. China, E. Mongolia, Korea, and S. Japan 
(Kyushu). 

After having examined the type material, I came to the conclusion men¬ 
tioned above. Artemisia dubia Wall, ex Besser (1834) of India is a caespitose 
suffrutex without creeping rhizome or stolon, and I have cultivated it in Japan 
for more than 10 years. 
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Phragmites australis (Cavan.) Trinius ex Steudel, Nom. Bot. ed. 2, 2 : 324 
(1841)—Greuter et Rech. f. in Boissiera 13 : 174 (1967)—W.D. Clayton in Taxon 
17 : 168 (1968)—Hara, Stearn et Williams, Enum. Flow. PI. Nepal 1 : 140 (1978) 
—Tutin in FI. Europ. 5: 253 (1980). 

Arundo Phragmites L., Sp. PI. 81 (1753). 

Arundo vulgaris Lam., FI. Franc. 3: 615 (1779), nom. superfl. 

Arundo australis Cavanilles in Ann. Hist. Nat. 1 : 100 (1799). 

Phragmites communis Trinius, Fund. Agrost. 134 (1820)—Ohwi in Acta 
Phyt. Geobot. 10 : 266 (1941) ; FI. Jap. ed. rev. 150 (1965). 

P. longivalvis Steud., Syn. PI. Glum. 1 : 196 (1854)—Honda, Monogr. Poac. 
Jap. 117 (1930). 

P. communis Trin. var. longivalvis (Steud.) Mia. in Ann. Mus. Bot. Lugd. 
-Bat. 2 : 278 (1866) ; Prol. FI. Jap. 166 (1867). 

P. vulgaris Trin. ex Honda, 1. c. 118 (1930). 
f. pilifera (Ohwi) Hara, comb. nov. 

P. communis f. pilifera Ohwi in Acta Phyt. Geobot. 10: 266 (1941). 


□ The Lichenological Society of Japan (ed.) : Br. Yasuhiko Asahina’s Lichen- 
ological Bibliography i-v + 40 pp., 1980. |SF*J ¥2,000, g^f-lOK/u 
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